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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is in response to Amendment filed on 1/9/2007. 



2. 



Claim 1 has been amended. Currently, claims 1-23 and 25-27 are pending. 



Response to Arguments 



3. 



Applicant's arguments filed on 1/9/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 



persuasive. 



Regarding Applicant 's argument that the described data object is not an instantiation of a 
property of the first object as a second object, this argument is incorrect. Stewart et al. teaches a 
Rule Engine as a set of software routine for applying Rule language to specific instances of Data 
(see [0106]) wherein Data is equivalent to properties (see [0039] and [0097]) and specific 
instances of Data indicates the instantiation of Data (properties) as an object (also see [0097]). 
Stewart et al. teach an example of validating a property (Billable=T) of object Subscriber [0045] 
wherein Subscriber is the first object and Data Object holding the current value of (property 
Billable=T) is the second object. The system of Stewart et al. uses the Data Object as a 
representation for the validate property because when it needs to retrieve the current value of a 
property to evaluate and apply rules [0059], it calls the associated Data Object [0039]. In 
Stewart et al. , Property indicates any data or parameters that need to be validated in a database 
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[0062] wherein each record (row) in database can be considered as an object, and its fields 
(columns) can be considered as properties of the object. 

Regarding Applicant 's argument that Stewart et al. fails to teach "applying constraint 
information to a property of a second object that is an instantiated property of the first object", 
Stewart et al. teaches the evaluation and application of rules on the current value of property (or 
property) [0059] which is retrieved by accessing the associated Data Object [0039]. In other 
words, rules are applied on the property (holding current value of each Property) of the Data 
Object (including two properties: first holding current value of each Property and second holding 
the current state of each Property) wherein the Data Object is an instantiated Data ([0097] and 
[0106]) wherein Data can be information or properties of a subscriber (first object) (see [0089] 
and [0098]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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2. Claims 1-6, 1 1-14, 20-23 and 25-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Stewart et al. (Publication No US 2003/0191731). 

As to claim 1, Stewart et al, teach: 
"A computer storage medium having instructions for validating data in a database system" (see 
[0119]), the instructions comprising: 

"instantiating a property of first object as a second object, wherein the second object is a 
representation of the property in object form" (see [0038] and [0097] wherein the Data Object 
that holds the current value and the current state of the Property is equivalent to an object 
instantiation of the Property; also see [0045] wherein Subscriber is the first object and Data 
Object holding the current value of property (Billable) is the second object; also see [0039] and 
[0059] wherein the Data Object can be considered as a representation of the validate property 
because when the system needs to retrieve the current value of a property to evaluate and apply 
rules [0059], it calls the associated Data Object [0039]); 

"obtaining constraint information pertaining to the property to be validated" (see [0036], 
[0044] and [0047] wherein Rules is equivalent to Applicant 's "constraint information"); and 

"applying constraint information to a property of the second object to ascertain if the 
property is validated" (see [0106] for applying Rule language to specific instances of Data (or 
properties) (see [0038] and [0097]) and more specifically applying rules to the current value of 
property [0059] which is a property of the Data Object [0038]; also see [0062] and [0039] for 
validating in the hierarchical network). 
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As to claim 2, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein the constraint information comprises a function of the value of the property, and 
wherein applying constraint information comprises comparing a received value for the property 
to the constrain information" (see [0064], [0067] and [0082] wherein Rule is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "constraint information"; also see [0106] and [0107]). 

As to claim 3, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein the constraint information comprises a function of status of a second property, 
and wherein applying constraint information comprises examining the status of the second 
property" (see [0058] and [0117]). 

As to claim 4, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 3 
and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein the status of the second property comprises whether its value can be changed" 
(see [0058] and [0097] wherein the status of "read-only" is equivalent to the status of the second 
property as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 
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As to claim 5, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 4 
and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein the status of the second property comprises whether its value is valid" (see 
[0038] and [0097] for the state of valid/invalid). 

As to claim 6, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"setting the value of the property if the constraint information is met" (see [0062] and 
[0092] wherein committing these changes to Data to the Database is equivalent to setting the 
value of the property as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 11, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"obtaining a current value of the property" (see [ 0039] wherein a Rule Object must obtain 
the current value of a Property in order to know it as disclosed; also see [0059]). 

As to claim 1 2, Stewart et al. teach: 
"A computer storage medium having instructions comprising a framework for validating data in 
a database system" (see Abstract, Fig. 2 and [01 19]), the instructions comprising: 
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"identifying at least one property of entity to be validated" (see [0046] wherein the 
disclosure of setting a property to be billable for a validation is equivalent to Applicant 's claim 
language); 

"identifying constraint information to be used for ascertaining if said at least one property 
is valid" (see [0045], [0047] and [0057] wherein Rules and conditions is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "constraint information"); 

"forming an object of said at least one property upon execution of said instructions in 
order to perform validation" (see [0038], [0039], [0059], [0097] and [0106]). 

As to claim 13, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
12 and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"identifying a validator of a function of a type of said at least one property, the validator 
being a class of validators" (see [0036] and [0037] wherein each specialized Rule Object is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "validator"). 

As to claim 14, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
12 and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"identifying events to be issued during validation" (see [0039] wherein returning error to 
the caller is an event; also see [0037] for trigger/notification). 
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As to claim 20, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
12 and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein identifying constraint information comprises identifying valid criteria for a 
value of the property" (see [0037] wherein allowed values list is equivalent to valid criteria as 
illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 21, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
12 and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein identifying constraint information comprises identifying criteria of when a 
value of the property can be changed" (see [0047] and [0058]). 

As to claim 22, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
21 and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein the criteria identifies that the value can be changed anytime upon execution of 
the instruction" (see [0057], [0058] and [0062] for updates and revisions to the Data). 

As to claim 23, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
21 and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 
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"wherein the criteria identifies that the value can be changed as a function of creation of a 
corresponding entity" (see [0058] wherein value of Currency, Period and Terms is updated or 
changed when there is any change in Billable status wherein each Billable status can be 
considered a corresponding entity). 

As to claim 25, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
21 and is similar rejected including the following: 
Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein the criteria identifies that the value can be changed as a function of a status 
value of another property" (see [0058] for the trigger Rule which is equivalent to criteria as 
illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 26, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

25 and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. teach: 

"wherein the status value comprises whether said another property is changeable" (see 
[0038] wherein read-only is the status indicating whether the value of the property is changeable 
as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 27, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

26 and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. teach: 
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"wherein the status value comprises whether said another property is valid" (see [ 0038] 
wherein valid/invalid is the status indicating where the value of the property is valid as illustrated 
in Applicant 's claim language). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Delo et al. (US 
Patent No 6,389,414) in view of Stewart et al. (Publication No US 2003/0191731). 

As to claim 1 2, Delo et al. teach: 
"A computer storage medium having instruction comprising a framework for validating data in a 
database system" (see Abstract, Fig. 2A and [column 6, lines 15-35]), the instruction comprising: 

"identifying at least one property of an entity to be validated" (see [column 8, lines 60- 
65] wherein table is an entity, so each column can be consider as property of the table and the 
disclosure of determining a column to validate is equivalent to Applicant 's claim language); 

"identifying constraint information to be used for ascertaining if said at least one property 
is valid" (see [column 8, lines 60-67] and [column 9, lines 1-5 and 25-35] wherein validation 
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data is equivalent to Applicant 's "constraint information" and the disclosure of retrieving 
validation for the column is equivalent to Applicant 's claim language). 

Delo et al. do not teach "forming an object of said at least one property upon execution of 
said instruction in order to perform validation". 

Stewart et al. teach "forming an object of said at least one property upon execution of 
said instruction in order to perform validation" (see [0038] wherein Data Object is an object of 
the Property, as illustrated in Applicant' s claim language). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was have made to have modified Delo et al. by the teaching of Stewart et al. to add the 
function of forming an object of said at least one property upon execution of said instruction in 
order to perform validation since this object-oriented technique provides an effective way to 
manipulate data in general. 

5. Claims 7-10 and 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stewart et al. (Publication No US 2003/0191731) as applied to claims 1, 6 and 14 above, and 
further in view of Deffler et al. (US Patent No 6,859,919). 

As to claim 7, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 6 
and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. do not teach "issuing an event indicating the property is valid". 
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Deffler et aL teach "issuing an event indicating the property is valid" (see [column 6, 
lines 13-25] wherein the disclosure of providing an indication that the action was successful 
implies that the property is valid as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Stewart et al. by the teaching of Deffler et aL to add the 
feature of issuing an event indicating the property is valid since issuing an event indicating the 
property is valid provides the system with an effective and interactive way to communicate 
occurrences in the validation process and prompt for appropriate action or response. 

As to claim 8, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. do not teach "issuing an exception if the constraint information is not met". 

Deffler et al. teach "issuing an exception if the constraint information is not met" (see 
[column 6, lines 13-25] wherein "any one of set of semantics" is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"constraint information" and "indication that the action is failed" is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"issuing an exception"). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Stewart et al. by the teaching of Deffler et al. to add the 
feature of issuing an exception if the constraint information is not met since issuing an exception 
if the constraint information is not met provides the system with an effective and interactive way 
to communicate occurrences in the validation process and prompt for appropriate action or 
response. 
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As to claim 9, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim I 
and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. do not teach "issuing an event indicating the property value is changing". 

Deffler et al. teach "issuing an event indicating the property value is changing" (see 
[column 5, lines 43-67] and Table One for event "PreEdit" which is equivalent to Applicant 's 
claim language). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Stewart et al. by the teaching of Deffler et al. to add the 
feature of issuing an event indicating the property value is changing since issuing an event 
indicating the property value is changing provides the system with an effective and interactive 
way to communicate occurrences in the validation process and prompt for appropriate action or 
response. 

As to claim 10, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 
and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. do not teach "issuing an event indicating whether the property value is 
changeable". 

Deffler et al. teach "issuing an event indicating whether the property value is changeable" 
(see [column 5, lines 43-67] and Table One for event "PreEdit" which is equivalent to 
Applicant 's claim language). 
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It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Stewart et al, by the teaching of Deffler et al. to add the 
feature of issuing an event indicating whether the property value is changeable since issuing an 
event indicating whether the property value is changeable provides the system with an effective 
and interactive way to communicate occurrences in the validation process and prompt for 
appropriate action or response. 

As to claim 15, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
14 and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. do not teach "wherein the event to be issued comprises a notification that a 
value of the property is changing". 

Deffler et al. teach "wherein the event to be issued comprises a notification that a value 
of the property is changing" (see [column 5, lines 43-67] and Table One for event "PreEdit" 
which is equivalent to Applicant 's claim language; also Stewart et al., [0037] for 
trigger/notification). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Stewart et al. by the teaching of Deffler et al. to add the 
feature of issuing an event indicating the property value is changing since issuing an event 
indicating the property value is changing provides the system with an effective and interactive 
way to communicate occurrences in the validation process and prompt for appropriate actions or 
response. 
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As to claim 16, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
14 and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al, do not teach "wherein the event to be issued comprises a notification that a 
value of the property is changed". 

Deffler et al teach "wherein the event to be issued comprises a notification that a value 
of the property is changed" (see [column 5, lines 43-67] and Table One for event "PostEdit" 
which is equivalent to Applicant 's claim language; also Stewart et al., [0037] for 
trigger/notification). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Stewart et al. by the teaching of Deffler et al. to add the 
feature of issuing an event indicating the property value is changed since issuing an event 
indicating the property value is changing provides the system with an effective and interactive 
way to communicate occurrences in the validation process and prompt for appropriate actions or 
response. 

As to claim 17, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
14 and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. do not teach "wherein the event to be issued comprises a status of the 
property is changed". 

Deffler et al. teach "wherein the event to be issued comprises a status of the property is 
changed" (see [column 5, lines 43-67], [column 9, lines 30-38] and Table One wherein event 
"PreNull" is equivalent to event to be issued comprises a status of the property has changed as 
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illustrated in Applicant 's claim language since status of the property would be changed from 
existing to non-existing as considered by the system when a property is destroyed). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Stewart et al. by the teaching of Deffler et al. to add the 
feature of issuing an event indicating a status of the property is changed since issuing an event 
indicating a status of the property is changing provides the system with an effective and 
interactive way to communicate occurrences in the validation process and/or prompt for 
appropriate actions or response. 

As to claim 18, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

17 and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein the status comprises whether the value of the property is changeable" (see 
[0038] for the state of read-only which indicates whether the value of the property is changeable 
as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 19, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

1 8 and is similar rejected including the following: 

Stewart et al. as modified teach: 

"wherein the status comprises whether the value of the property is valid" (see [0038] for 
the state of valid/invalid which indicates whether the value of the property is valid as illustrated 
in Applicant 's claim language). 
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Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phuong-Thao Cao whose telephone number is (571) 272-2735. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM (Mon - Fri). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiners 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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